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May 1O, 2005

fAx:

Chairman Liane l{andolph
CommIssioner Shcridan Downey
Commissioner Philip J3lai(
Commissioner A Eugene Huguenin
Comrni$sioner Ray Remy
Fair Political Practice.'; Commission
428 J Street. Suite 650
Sacramento. CA 95814

Dear Chairman & Commissioners:

Rc; rrop()~cd CaJ. Codc.'i Rcgs. Section 18530.3

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this import.~nt rl)glilatory proposal.

r am the founder 01:' CompleteCampaigns.com. We provide software to assist political
nrg(1l1izations of all ~izcs meet thcir rcporting requjrcm~\1ts. We have over SOO clients
throughollt thc United Slates, including nlany political party committees that tlle reports with the
Fedcral Election Commission under the Federal Elcction Campaign Act and also with the
Secretary of Slate and local filing officers under the California Political RelorI11 Act. Of all our
clicnts, our California party committees face some 0 fthe nlOst difficult reporting requircments
and a levcl of com~')lexity that: i~ ("I.)mplctely out or proportion W1lh thcir levcl of iillClIlcial

activity.

Whilc wc attcmpt to ouilJ ~ul1ware that makes comn1it1ee treasures' reporting duties more
manageable, lherc ar~ limits lO wllat even good software or expert advicc can do. I therefore
urge you to carcfully consider the balance of burdens and henefil$ when adopting an~' new
regulations. In particular.l strongly urge that proposed regulation 18530.3 not be enacled as it
creates a mountain of complexity and burden for treasurers with little or no benefit to tlle public.

Therc are a number o1:'pl:oblcms with the proposed regulation. However, there are two areas of
primary concern:

First Primo1ry Concert}: Suhscction (b)

Subsection (b) or the proposed regulation states:
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FedcraJ rules prescribil1g a fixed minimum percemage that must be
attributed to expendirur,'..~ supporting or opposing a tedcral Cal1uiclate sh:.lll
not be dcemed to establish lhe value oj-:" ~xpenditures supporting or

opposing stale or local candidates or mea.<;urers, if the l'ederal rule.., do nut
.1ccuratcly 1"1:11I.:C( the actual value oj' expel1ditures supporting or opposing
state or local candidates or measures.

Second IJrimary Concern: Subsection (c)

Subsection (c) of the proposcd regulation slates:

Contributions translerred Iloom tederalto non-federal accounts under
subdi vision (b) 01 this regulation shall be aJloc3tcd as of the date of the
u"al}:)[t:r among all pcrsons who have contributed to thc l'ederaJ account
.-;incc January 1 of the prior calendar year.

l'his propusal, as with $ubsectiun (b), creates significant new reporting tequjrements at1d
complexity lor committee treasurers with little benefit to the public,

Coll:>ider a committee making monthly tral1Stel~, of varying amounts, ovcr a two year period,
'l11is committcc also receives, over the Sallie period, dOl1ati()ns trom a v~ri~ty of donors, With
cach tran$ler. the h'easurer would have to calculate allocable shares of tho$e donations 1'<.)r
reporting puq,oses. In most cases those allocable shares would be below the threshold for
reporting: itemi7.ati,)n, but w()uld still have to be lruckcd 1~1: aggregcJ.liun rules.

1\. ft~irst Intcrpretation: Alter the first trat1ster, the treasurer would need to take into
consideration tll.e previously allocated traJ1sters and allocate thc ne\Jo; tran...!ers morc hcavily to
new do!1ors. TJ1is will require complicated calculations for software that will be nearly

impossible lor treasurers to independently verity. l'his gets more complicated as you consider
the ovcrl..\pping allocation pcriol.is. Fo.. an t=xalnple, contributions receivcd in 2005 would be
allocated to 2005 & 2006 transfers. Contributions received in 2006 would be allocated to 2006
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& 2007 lrunsfers. 'rhus, tor allY given transter. different contributions would end up with
different percentages oftolal transfer allocations.

R. Second Interpretation: Each tr-anster ignores previous traI1sfers when
determining the allocation ratio. While much simpler, tl1is interpretation is logically :1bsurd.
Imagine Cl committce lll~l reccives $lOOU In federal dol1ations in Januat.y and makes a transfer of
$1000, allocating all of it to these donors. 1ne following month it receives anotller $1000 in
donations fi.om dil"tercnl donors and makc$ annther $1000 lrans{~r. Thc donor~ [rum January
would, at that point, navc b~en allocated $500 more thaJ1 they had actually given.

I W\1ulrl, _It the minimum, urgc tllC commillc~ to carefully discuss and determine how these
formulas would work before consideling approval of the proposed regulation. However, similar
to subsection (11), the value of the proposal is minor compared to fh~ cost~ and problems it
\:fl:ales. Alrcady, these donors arc subject to 1'ederal reporting requirements, and this int~nnation
is publicly available on the Federal Elcction Commission's website. 'lnerefore, I again urge that
the proposed regulation nnf he ad()pted.

On a 1inall1otc, both of these proposals essentially make it impossible to tile wiiliout even n10rc
speciQlizcd so (twal 1:. Orthc nineteen vel1dors approved to file Porn, 460, I would be sill1>rised if
more thm1 two or U1rce vendors would be actually willing to make the significant changes
necessary to meet these new requirement---, 3." they would only impact n small SUo-;>cgJllent 01' the
reporting community. While this would probably be good tor my business, it t'urthcr raises the
bar lor being politically active omd would tt1rCc more local party committees and activists, of all
partie~, tl) SlOP participating in tl)c pr(lcess.

"[hank you tor your time and consideration.

Sincerely)

~amin Compal1Y rounder


